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CHAPTER I: >.'HE PROGRAM 
The program for Institutionalized Children, 1974-75, involved 

c 

approximately ZlSl children in 35 institutions in the New York 
City metropolitan area. There were 9^ sites where the program was 
conducted; these sites were the . institutions and group homes con- 
nected to them. Children come to be in the institutions for a 
variety of reasons: they may tee orphaned, neglected, dependent, 
in need of supervision, or emotionally disturbed. Children in the 
institutions and group homes were selected to participate in the 
program through two different selection procedures • In th*^ larger 
institutions, children were selected through test scores on 
standardized and teacher made tests. In the smaller institutions, 
children werp selected through recommendations made by teachers 
and through recommendations of institutional and group home super- 
visors. For each child selected to participate in the program, 
there was a demonstrable need for extra help in reading and/or 
mathematics. These needs are found in an overwhelmingly high per- 
centage of children residing in such institutions. 

As a result of being in the program, children were expected 
to show greater improvement in measured achievement in reading and/ 
or mathematics when compared, through; the historical regression meth 
od, to increases in achievement that could be expected to occui;/mth 
out benefit of the program. In order to accomplish this objective, 
the program was designed to provide regular aftei* school tutorial 
learning experiences for the children in reading and/or mathematics. 
The tutors, all licensed teachers selected by the Program Coordi- 
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nator in conjunction with the institutional supervisors, formed 
the heart of the program. While techniques varied considerably 
from tutor to tutor, the clear similarity among the various 
techniques was the establishment of personal, individual relation- 
ships between the tutors and each of their students. Tutoring took 
place in the child's place of residence. The tutors were, for the 
most part, not connected with the children's regular schools. The 
tutors attempted, in every case, to make concrete and to personal- 
ize the content that they gave the children. This one-on-one 
situation, where an interested adult interacted with a child in a 
less formal setting than the child's regular school, was felt to 
be the setting most cond cive to achieving the objectives of the 
program. The program operated from September 1, 1974 through 
Jiine 30, 1975. 
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CHAPTER II: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES 



Evaluation Ob,1ectlves 

1. '»As a result of participation in^the Program for Institu- 
tionalized Children, the reading grade of the students 
will show a statistically significant difference between 
the real posttest score and the anticipated posttest 
score. '^1 

2. ^As a result of participation in the. Program for Institu- 
tionalized Children, the mathematics grade of, the students 
will show a statistically significant difference between 
the real posttest score and the anticipated posttest 
score. "2 

3 . '»To determine the extent to which the program is imple- 
mented, and the extent to which the program conforms with 

^the description in the project proposal. "3 

Evaluatl on' Instrument s 

1. Th e Metropolitan Achievement Test .^ 

2. The Site Visit Int ervie w and Obseiryatlon Schedule (see 
Appendix C) ♦ , 

Data from the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) were used to 
evaluate Evaluation Objectives #1 and #2. Data from the Site Visit 
Inteirview and Observation Schedule were used to evaluate Jlvaluation 
Objective #3 . ' ^ 

Sampling and Evaluation Sequence 

The- overall— plan -f or this year's eva luxation of Uie Program 

r ' . ' 

' : - . ^ 

1. Williamson, W.E. An Evaluation Dea^gn for; B/e/09-59636- 

j>^09-59674, FrogFam for Institutionalized Children . New York y 
Board of Education , Office of Educational Evaluation, 
August, 1974, p. 3,. 

2. Ibid, p. 4. • 

3. Ibid, p. 4. 

4. Bixler, H. H, et al. Metropolitan Achievement Test. New York: 

. Harcovirt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1971. 



for Institutionalized Children was to obtain pretest and posttest 
scores on eveiTr child participating in the program* Theoretically 
a child would be pretested in September, 1974, and posttested in 
the last week oi/ c^y^ 1975. . This testing sequence was, hoi-fever, 
impossible to maintain in all cases duetto a variety of reasons. 
The most frequent reason was the mobility of many children in the 
program. Because of court decisions, parents taking children 
home, placement in another institution or home, and children who 
went A.W.O.L. from the institution, some children left the program 
earlier than the June 30, 1975 closing date while others entered 
later than the September 1, 1974 beginning date. Thus, while the 
majority of children in the Program were pretested in September 
or October, 1974, and were posttested in the last week of May, 
1975, the span of time between pretesting and posttesting for some 
children did vary. Because of this variation, a separate analysis 

c . 

was prepared, based on the length of time the children were actually 
in the program. 

Another factor which disrupted the testing schedule and in 
some cases made it impossible to conduct was the emotional com- 
ponent found in the behavior of many of the children. Testing was 
difficult and frequently impossible with institutionalized children. 
Taking a standardized test like the MAT appears to be very frustrat- 
ing for emotionally disturbed children who are years below grade 
level in reading and/or^ifng,thematics . Several children did not 
attempt to finish the pretest or the posttest while others simply 
refused to take the tests at^ all. Each reason for missing test 
scores was tallied. The number of missing scores for each reason 



is presejnted on the Data Loss Form in Appendix B. 

Finally, some of the individual institutions and group hr^mes 
did not begin the program until the end of September, 1974, or,' in 
some cases, lontil the beginning of January, 1975, because of prob- 
lems in hiring personnel and in scheduling and space requirements. 
The site visits were begun in January, 1975, when all of the sites 
had functioning programs. These visits continued periodically 
until the middle of May. A total of 74 sites were visited. 
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CHAPTER III: FINDINGS 

Test Score Data 

Pot* the first statistical analysis of the data, the test scores 
were grouped by component code» For each component code -grouping 
a one-vay analysis of variance was performed, comparing observed 
posttest score means with predicted posttest score means. Predicted 
means were generated using the ^'historical regression" formula* 
Predicted means were an indication of increases in test scores that 
could have been expected if the children had not participated., in 
the program. The results .of these analyses are presented by com- 
ponent code in Table 1, The component codes can be interpreted as 
follows: the first three digits specify reading or mathematics ^ 
scores {60& = reading, 609 math); the fourth digit indicates 
public or private school attendance (1 = public, 2 « private); the 
last digit specifies grade level grouping (2 =^ kindergarten. 3 « 
lst-3rd grades, 4 4th-6th grades, 5 = 7th-9th grades, 6 10th- 
12th grades )• It should be noted that test scores for kindergarten 
children are given in letter ranks rather than numerical scores, 
so there are no means or statistical tests for the component codes 
involving kindergarten children # 

Table 1 indicates that for 13 of the 16 component codes, 
statistically significant differences were obtained between pre- 
dicted and observed posttest means. The component code groupings 
where nonsignificant differences occurred had very small numbers 
of subjects. It is quite possible that if there had been more 
observations with accompanying Increases in degrees of freedom, . 

■ - y 



. . .. Table 1 
ANALYSIS OF: TEST SCORE DATA B^COMPONENT CODE 

Historical regression 'analysis comparing predicted 
posttest reading and mathematics scores on the 
Metropolitan Achievement Test; ,all means given in 
grade eqfuivalents ; dash indicates no mathematics 
program; xx indicates non-numerical data for kinr 
dergarten children; data grouped by component code. 
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significant differences could have been expected for these groups 

also, ^ ' ^ 

The second analysis involved grouping the scores according to 
the length of time children had participated in this .j^r^ogram* Three 
groupings were used: 1-3 months, 4-6 months, and 7-9 trtonths^' For 
.each grouping a one-way analysis of variance wa-s performed, com- 
paring observed posttest scores with predicted posttest scores. 

■I 

The results are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2 indi cartes that significant differences between predict- 
ed and observed means occvirred for both reading and mathematics 
scores at every level of months in program. Further, it can be 
-observed that the magnitude of the differences increases as months 
in* program increase. ' ' 

An analysis of the kindergarten scores was done by converting 
the letter scores into ranks and using the Wilcoxon matched-pairs 
signed-ranks test. Two such tests were performed,- one for private 
school kindergarten children (^component code 6oS22) and one for 
public school children (component code 60Sl2). Both tests involved 
pre-reading scores since there were no kindergarten children 
tutored in mathematics. The results of the tests were \ t value 
of 1.74 for the private-kindergairten "group (N.S,) arid at value • of 
2.69 for the public-lcindergar ten group (p<.01). 

Site Visit Interview and Observation Schedule (Evaluation Objective 

A standard procedure was used for the site Visits. The tutor 
'was interviewed, the materials he or she used were recorded, and 
finally the tutor was observed in the actual tutorial session* 

12 



Table 2 



ANALYSIS OF TEST SCORE DATA B: "-GRAM 



Histori^a-l^egression analysis comparing predict^ed 
posttesy reading and mathematics scores on the 
Metropo/Litan Achievement Test ; all means given in 
/^ i^C^^de^ qui va lent s ; data jgrouped by months in program* 



Predict^^d Posttest 
Mean" 

Mean N 



Months m 
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(reading) 

1-3 Mo. 

4 - 6 Mo. 

7-9 Mo. 

(math) 
1 - 3 Mo. 
4 - 6 Mo. 
.7..- 9 Mo. 
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4.S9 
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Mean 
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5:19 
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' K'" 

137 4.45 
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859 .11.86 

86 4.17 

159 5.24 

540 9.88 



P , 

.01 

.01 
.01 

.01 
.01 
.01 



/ 



10 



The results of the first, responses to the schedule of questions given 
to 7A. tutors were tallied, with the following results: 

1. Characteristics of Population Served. All tutors 
(100^) said that the population they served was dt " Dy the 

Proposal. Fifteen tutors (20.3^) added that at leab>. one of their 
students was emotionally disturbed. 

2/''*t;ross Reference to Other Programs. Sixty-three tutors 
(85.1%) knew of no. .other remedial program involving their students. 
Eight tutors (10.^) noted that their students were involved 'in 
New York City High School Equivalency Programs.' One tutor (1.3^) 
described a work-study program sponsored by H.E.W. in which, students 
from N.Y.U, and CCNY worked with institutionalized children in 

■ s 

counseling roles. One tutor (1.3^) said a student of his ^was in 
the College Bound prograia at the student's high school and one 
tutor (1.3^) said her students received help from a homework helper 
volunteer program sponsored by the institution. 

3. Objectives. All of the tutors said that their approach 
to their work was defined by the objectives stated in the Proposal 
of the Program for Institutionalized Children. 

l^.. Other Narrative Information. 

a. FeatTires that ; >re outstanding contributors to the 
achievement of the objectives. 

(1) . One-to-one tutorial sessions . Thirty-six tutors 

stated that, working with one student at a 
time was the single most important feature of the 
program. 

(2) . Rapport between student and tutor. Ten tutors -^.^ 

14 



(13 •59^) felt the irost important contributor to suc- 
cess was the establishment of strong rapport between y 
student and teacher ♦ . 

(3) . Cooperation of • itution or group home staff. 
Eight tutors (10.^"' at the working relation- 
ship with the instlbuc, .1 or group home staff was 
.the main contributor toward success of the program. 

(4) . Other features . The other featwes mentioned . 
most frequently were: the freedom of the tutor to 
use the method he or she felt worked best with in- 
dividaal students (7 tutors, 9*4%); use of games, 
puzzles and other motivational devices (5 tutors, 
6.7%) ; /involvement of students to the point that they 

, were helping other students (5 tutors,' 6.79^); and the 
advantage of teaching children informally in a home 
setting, using a humanistic approach (3 tutors, 4.05^). 

b. If project failed to achieve major objectives, give 

probable causies. 

(1) . Project not failing . Forty-six tutors (62.2%) 
felt strongly that the project was not failing. 

(2) . Exceptional children . Twelve tutors (16.2%) 
mentioned that they were failing with selected cliildren 
who were psychotic, emotionally disturbed, brain 
damaged or recalcitrant in the tutorial situation. 
These tutors noted that many of their students had no 
homes or had been beaten or abandoned by their parents. 

(3) » Other causes for failure. The other causes 



mentioned most frequently were: high turnover rate 
among students (7 tutcrs, 9.4^); problems in atten- 
dance (5 tutors, 6,7%)] and the need for more tutorial 
sessions per week (4 tutors, 5*4^) • 

c. Unexpected o^'^ ^ probable causer 

(1) . No u.. . ^otiv. vjuccomes # Forty- one tutors 
(55 -4%) did not observe any . unexpected outcomes. 

(2) , Rapport ^ Twelve tutors {l6,2%) mentioned the 
unexpectedly strong rapport that was developed with 
the children. These tutors felt themselves quite per- 
sonally involved with the success of their students. 

(3) • Drama ti c Improveme nt . Eleven tutors , < ^9%) 
cited drama t Ic , increases r eading and/or hematics 
performanc ./hich they act: outed to their : nts^ 
highly po£ .-ve response t the one-on-one v lal 
situation . 

(4) . Othe r unexpected outcomes. Other tinexpected 
outcomes cited were: increased school attendance (5 
tutors, 6*'"^), positive changes in the students' self 

. concepts (3 tutors, 4-0%), and the observation that 
hyperacti --c: chi'.dren are mi:-ch more cooperative when 
teaching -.t-. ae-on-one (2 tutors, 2.7^). 

d. Recommend ons to improve or redesign program for next 
year's operaticr . 

(I). Need for a diagnostic test . Eighteen tutors 
(24.3^) expressed dissatisfaction with the MAT , as a 
diagnostic test. They felt that thc^ evaluation of the 



program should involve a test that would allow 
the tutors to, evaluate a student ^s specific 
problems, rather than a test like the MAT that 
only provides gross differentiation of problem 
areas . 

(2). Varied material s ^n tutors (13*5%) 
suggested that the basis of the program's 
success was found in being able to change 
materials as rapidly as a student mastered 
or lost interes in the materials being 
worked on. 

(3 )* More ses ^ : rs er. week . Eight tutors 
(10.^) felt t r. t;- impact of the program, 
would bo increased '"i^h more tutorial ses- 
sions per weei: pet udent. In the larger 
institutions, were seen for a one 

hour session a week. The tutors 

felt that thre . - ch sessions per week 
would improve ?ccess of the program o 

(4). Other ommc-iations . Five tutors 
(6.7fo) said tl , ied a more isolated 
space to work with t^eir students. Four 
tutors reqv ed more roopera- 



tion from group home supemrisors in scheduling tu- 
torial sessions and in making sure students appeared 
for them. Four tutors (5 •4%) requested more trips to 
serve as motivational devices. 

e. Practical suggestions to a colleague in establishing 

a similar program. 

(1) .. Obtain varied materials . Sevente.^n tutors (23.0^) 
recommended that the most important preparation a new 
tutor could make was the assembling of a variety of 
materials before beginning the tutorial session. 

(2) • Become acquainted with students .> Sixteen tutors 
(21. 6^!^) said that no tutoring could take place with , 
many of the institutionalized children uiatil a per- 
sonal relationship was developed between tutor apd 
student. The tutors said that such children tend to 
be distrustful of adults., and need to learn to trust 
them before the students will commit themselves to 
learning. ■ 

(3) . Flexible tutors . Thirteen tutors (17.6?^) sug- 
gested that obtaining staff for tutoring should in- 
volve the hiring of tutors who were flexible and 
could adjust to the varied needs of children whose 
attention spans were limited and for whom learning was 
frequently interrupted by severe emotional problems. 

(4) . Other sugj^ostions . Six tutors {&.!%) recommend- 
ed that a learning. situation should be established in 
which any step a child makes in learning is reinforced, 



regardless of the chile s actual level of performance. 
Six tutors [^.Ifo) said that it was important to do a 
precise diagnostic analysis of a student problem 
areas in reading and/or mathematics before beginning \ 
the tutorial program. Five tutors (6.7%) said it was 
very important to begin with a student at his or her 
own level. Giving the student too much too fast 
almost guarantees failTire, since the students^ re- 
sponse tends to be :.o shut off any communication or 
attempt to learn. Five tutors (6.7?5) felt that an 
orientation session for tutors is necessary in which 
the type of child to be tutored would be discussed as 
vrell as appropriate methods for conducting ^he tu- 
torial session. Three tutors (h^Ofo) mentioned the 
importance of obtaining materials which were relevant 
to :he cultural milieu of the children. Three tutors 
(4.0^) felt that new staff should be encouraged tc 
develop an informal approach to the learning situation 
so as to differentiate the tutorial session from the 
child's school experience, 
f. Integration of effective practices developed in pro- 
ject into regular school program. 

(1) Problem area check list. All 74 tutors (100^) 
use- a check list provided by the program coordinator. 
Thi^ was sent to the children's day school teachers 
who indicated areas in which the students were suc- 
cessful and areas in which they had problems. Twenty- 
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five of the tutors (33.^) felt, however, that the 
forms were not particularly useful because the areas' 
to be evaluated were too ^^eneral or because the stu- 
dents '^lost'^ the lists before they could be ^ mim- ? 
to the tutor. ^ 

(2; . Constraints on homework help . Seven tutors (9.4%) 
felt their tutorial sessions and the student *s work at 
school would be more in^sgrated if the tutor was given 
the prerogative to help children with their homework 
on specific occasions. Thcsr tutors said /ohat their 
students absented the s::ipulation that tutors could 
not help with ^homework, and that this, rescntraeat 
severely weakened the rapport the tutors had establisHed 
g. Adequacy of the facilities and materials. In 69 of the 
74 sites visited (93.2%), the facilities were observed to 
be adequate. In five group hemes (6.8%), tutors were as- 
signed work spaces by the group home supervisors which 
were inadequate because the spjaces were too public. These 
inadequate spaces were located in corners of larger living 
room areas which were frequented by children and adults 
not involved in the tutorial session. The traffic through 
the room and the distractions of the extra people in the 
room tended to disrupt the tutorial work. It is important 
to note that children who are extremely behind in reading 
and/or mathematics seem to bf' acutely aware of their in- 
adequacy, and tend to be ^.e*' ex-:.-:ive about it. The defense 
that tutors most frequently observed was an "I don't care'* 

2(1 
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attitude. This attitude was broken dovm in the privacy 
of a successful tutorial session, but as soon as stu- 
dent's deficits in reading, :i :hei atlcs were , jixccy 
i^oserved by his or her peers, the attitude \s reasserted. 
It is of extreme importance tc the success -i the program, 
therefore, that the tutorial jsJon be conducted in as 
private a situation as possible. 

The materials used by the tu:^ors were adequate. . 
Tutors frequently supplemented published materials like 
SRA kits and reading and mathematics book-workbook series 
with teacher made materials and with games and puzzles. 
Several of the mathematics tutors found that hand-sized, 
battery powered calculators were exceptionally good moti- 
vational devices f>or their students. Flash cards, pro- 
jected materials, and projects constructed by students 
were also fi*'equently em]^loyed by tutors to involve stu- 
dents in non^ threatening learning experiences. Every 
tutor observed had, more than enough material prepared for 
each tutorial session. Each tutor also had several alter- 
native sets of material prepared in case students appeared 
X to need a change in mg-terial during a given tutorial 

\ session. 
pig repahcy Analy p' ^ 

The impl:ement<ad program do s coincicie with the program as des- 
cri. c in the prbpoaal and, for the most part, is servicing the 
needs of the target po^lation - institutionalized children ranging 
from kindergarten through\12th grade vdic attend public or -private 

— ■ ' 2 i ■ 
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schools. There is a discrei. .i , e -er, in a . .rulon of this 
target population which is the result of the hign turnover rate of 
children in four of the institutions. These four institutions 
serve as temporary shelters and as distribution centers for the 
children who are sent to them. The average stay for children in 
such institutions is from cwo weeks to two months. In the proposal, 
such an institution might be assigned support to provide the pro- 
gram to 20 children during the school year. The reality of the 
situation, however, is that the great majority of- these twenty 
students will have left the institution within two months and will 
have been replaced by other students. Thus, on paper, the institu- 
tion services "20 students per year while in fact 100 or 150 students 
may come in contact with the prograpi for a much shorter length of 
time . 

Recommendations from Last Prior Study 

"a. There is a need for greater articulation between the 
tutorial sessions and the day school program that the 
children attend. "5 

"b. There is a need for a wider range of teaching materials. 

"c. There iS a need for several assistant coordinators to be 
available to the tutors."' 

The first recommendation has been implemented in the 1974-75 

program through the use of the check list sent by tutors to the day 

school teachers. The check list allowed day school teachers to 



5. Gottlieb, J. Evaluation Report: Pr ogram f or Institution^ ilggd 
^ Children. lTO-7i., j^Smctionl o. UV-i. . c3 b-70 . New YorK; Board 

of Eaucatlon, Oi ' i ' ic e of Educational Evaluarion , -p. 5- 



6. Ibl,:d, p. 5. 

7. Ibid, p. 6. 2 2 
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indicate to the tutors the areas of weakness in reading and/or 
mathematics of their students. However, as has been noted in item 
4.f.(i) of the analysis of the Site Visit Interview and Observation 
Schedule given above, the check list was not found to be satisfacto-^ 
ry by 33. of the tutors. 

The second recommendation has been implemented, primarily 
through the availabj.lity of funds this year for books, workbooks, 
projection devices, calculators , and games and puzzles. Also the 

ability of the tutors to create their own materials has brqadened 

the range of materials used in the .program. 

. The third recommendation has also been implemented. One special 
assistant coordinator has been hired this year to supervise tutors at 
the largest institution, connected with the program. This coordina-'" 
tor has been quite successful in providing leadership for those" " 
tutors for whom tie is responsible and in serving as a resource 
person for ':nose tutors . In addition, the regular assistant co- 
ordinator of the project and four other part-time assistants ^lired 
specifically to perform service functions for the tutors, shared 
in the overseeing of the tutors » work and had regular conferences ' 
with the project coordinator. , . 
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CHAPTER IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS , CONCLUSIONS .. 
AND RECOf^ffiNDATIONS 

Test Score Data 

The analyses of the test score data indicate that the Program 
for Institutionalized Children, '1974-75, did increase the reading 
and/or \mathematics ability through the children's participation in 
after school tutorial and small group sessions. Significant in- 
creases in observed mean scores, when compared to means predicted 
if the children had not participated in the program, were observed 
for 13 of the I6 component code groupings. For the two non-n\imeri- 
cal sets of scores for the public kindergarten and private kinder- 
garten component code groups, significant increases were observed 
in rank for the public kindergarten group. 

-When analyses were^performed using time in program as a group- 
ing variable, significant ihcreases in mean scores w6re observed 
at every level. The magnitude of differences between predicted 
and observed means increased as a function of time in the program, 
suggesting that the impact of the program is cumulative - the 
longer a student is, in the prof ^am, the greater are the chances 
for growth . 

Site Visit Interview and Observation Schedule 

The data from, the Site Visit Interview and . Observation Sched - 
ule also indicate that the program was successful. One-to-one 
\ tutorial sessions and rapport between -student and tutor were felt 
by the tutor ^ to be central tip success of the program. Where 
failure occ\irred, it was most frequently attributed to. emotional', 
disturbances of children, many of whom had a history of abuse, 
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neglect and abandonment. The turnover rate of children in four of 
the institutions was also a factor which reduced the effectiveness 
of the program. 

The tutors made the following main recommendations to^improve 
the program for next year: (1) replacement of the MAT, (2) extension 
of the program to areas related to reading and mathematics-, (3) more 
direct contact between tutors and day school teachers and (4)_the 
availability of varied materials.^ 

It is clear that the use of varied materials is also central 
to^ the success of the program since this was the most frequently 
cited piece of ^advice tutors said they would give to a colleague 
beginning a tutorial program. Almost as frequently given was the 
advice that new tutors first establish a personal relationship with ^ 
their students before the actual tutorial sessions begin. Flexi- 
bility on the part of the tutors in devising '.vork sequences was 
also felt to be important.' - 
Conclusions 

On the basis of the test score data and the interviews and 
observations, it can be concluded that the program is successful 
in servicing the needs of-^fche target population. It is particularly 
relevant that only 11 of the 74 tutors interviewed knew of other 
'remedial programs involving their students. None of these other 
programs was specifically designed, to deal with problems in the 
basic areas of reading and mathematics. 
Re commendations for Next Year's Operation 

1. Given the large deficits observed for most of the Institutiona- 
lized children in reading and mathematics, and the increases in 
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ability resulting from experience in the program, it is strongly 
recommended that the program be continued for next year* • The 
ability of the ^tutors to establish strong rappo^^t with their stu- 
dents appears to be. integral to the program, since these institu- . 
tionalized children have frequently had poor relationships vith 
adults. The establf/ament'* of a strtong relationship w^th the' tutor 
seems to effet:t positively the attitudes of children toward 
adiilts, to strengthen the children's self -concepts through success 
experiences, and ultimately to raise the children's achievement 
levels ■ '1 . ■ ' : ' , 

2. The evaluator should choose a diagnostic test or a criterion . 
referenced-test to/ evaluate the program. Such a test would serve 
the dual function of an evaluation instrument for the evaluator ' 
and a diagnostic instrument for the tutors. 

3. Some provision should be made' in next yearns program for chil- • 

dren who, for any of a variety of reasons, do not receive. a full 

yearns experience in the program* Perhaps a special, :icated 

program could be devised for them in conjunction with the use of 

• • - ' ' 

a diagnostic or criterion referenced test that would allow tutors 

to pinpoint specific deficits and to deal with them on a session by 
session basis . ' / 

4. B,3cause of the -i;!iportance given to the use of Varied materials, , 
it would seem helpful to establish a collection of resource -materials 
for the tutors. Such a central collection would allow tutorsHo . 
choose among the widest array of materials possible as well as to 
provide a place to file : successful teacher made materials that, 
might be of use to other tutors, it present the tutors do have 



access to a special education resource center maintained by the 
Board of Education in Mid-Manhattan. Perhaps procedures could be 
worked out with this center to establish a collection of materials 
specifically designed to meet the needs of institutionalized 
children. 



r. 



27 



CHAPTER V: EXEMPLARY PROGRAM ABSTRACT- 



The Program for Institutionalized Children, 1974-75, operated 
in 98 sites (institutions and related group homes) in the New York 
Metropolitan area from September 1, 1974 through Jui^e 30, 1975- 
'The following component code groupings showed statistically signi- 
ficant differences between observed posttest means and posttest 
means p.redicted on the, basis of the growth expected if the children 
had not been involved in the program: 



\ 

Reading, Activity Code 720 
Public School 



Mathematics, Activity Code 720 
Public School 



Grades 
K 

1-3 
4-6 

7-9 
10-12 



Component Code 
60812 
60813 
60814 
60815* 
608I6 



Grades 

K 

1-3 
4-6 

7-9 
10-12 



Component Code 
(no program) 
60913 
60914 
60915 
'60916 



Reading 

Private School 
Grades 

K 

i-3 

-4-6 

7-9 
10-12 



Mathematics 
Private School 
Grades 



60822 (N.S.) 
60823 
60824 , 
60825 

60826 (N.S.) 



K 

1-3 
4-6 

7-9 
10-12 



(no program) 
60923 (N.S.) 
60924 
60925 

60926 (N.S.) 
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The factors which appeared most instrumental in producing the 
mean increases in measured abili^ - ^ ^" tutors in a one- 

to-one teaching situation and ' x-apport which tutors and 

students developed as a result of continuous contact of a supporta- 
tive adult with a child in an informal learning situation. 

* Exceeded one year's growth in reading. 

9. « 



PROGRAM FOR INSTITUTIONALIZED CHIIDREN, 1974-75 
APPENDIX A: MJ.R. FORM 

Function No. 09-59636-74 
JSP. la?:.? for Historical Regression Design '(6-step Formula) for Reading and Mathematics. 



' ".t Stancardlsed Test Results 



In the Table below, enter the requested assessment information about the tests used to evaluate: th 
effectiveness of major project compcQent/flcttvities in achieving destreo objectives, This fom re- 
quires raeans obtained from scores in the ,^orc of grade ^equivalent units -?s processed by the S-step 
formula. fsee District Evaluator's Hs dbook of Selected Evaluation Procedures , 1974, p. 29-31) Be-^ 
fore completing this table, read all footnotes. At^ch additional sheets if necessary, 



Coiponent 

Code 


Activity 
Code 


Test 
Used 
1 / ' 


Form 


Level 


Total 
n2/ 


Group 
ID 3/ 


Number 
Tested 


Pretest 


Predicted 
Posttest 
Mean 


Actual 
Posttest 


Obtained 
Value 
of F 


Sub- 

GrouD 


Pre 


Post 


Pre 


Post 


y 


Date 


Mean 


Date 


Mean 


6 


0 


8 


1 


2 


m 


7 


2 


0 


MAT- 
71 


F 


G 


Pri 


Pri 


22 


' 12 


19 


9/74 




score gi^ 
No numer: 


en ii 
,cal \ 


1 'let 
lata. 


:er ranks 




6 


0 


8 


1 


3 




7 


2 


0 


MAT- 


^ F 


G 


El 


"El 


140 


13 


124 


9/74 


2.17 


2.49 


5/75 


2.73 


10.48** 




6 


0 


8 


1 


4 


1 


. II 


II 


11 


II 


ti 


11 


jfl'. 


El 


303 


14 


243 


n 


3.06 


.3.50 


n 


3.65 


11.56** 




1 


0 


a 


1 


5 




r) 


II 


II 


' 11 


11 


- 1! 


Int 


Int 


706 


15 


556 


ti 


4.09 


4.81 


II 


5.23 


48;"47** 




A 


n 


a 


,1 


f) 


m 


I!' 


II 


II 


II 


II 


II 


W 

Ad' 


Tnt/ 

f ady 


225 


■ 16 


191 




5.92 


•6.28 


II 


■^78 


9.87** 




6 


0 


8 


2 


2 


1 
1 




1! 


II 


II 


II 


II 


II 


Pri 


Pri 


V 


52' 


6 


II 




score 'gi^ 
No numer 


^en 1 
■cal 


I let 
lata, 


;er ranks 




6 


0 


8 


2 


3 




II 


11 


11 


II . 


11 , 


II , 


EU 


El 
El 


46 p 


23 


39 


•> 

ri 


2.14 


2.25 


5775 


2.69 


4.41** 






0 


.8 


2 


4 




II 


11 


11 


II 




4 ' 




61 


,'24 


51 


II 


3.29 


3,40 


II 


3.60 


5.27** 





I 



1/ Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT-58, CAT-70, etc.). *tp ^.01 

2/ Total number of participants in the activity. ' *P 
3/ Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 5). Where several grades are com- 
bined, enter the last two digits of^the component ccf3^. • ' 
4/ ..Total number of participants included"' in the pre and^osttest 'calculations. > /'i 

5/ Provide data for the following- groups separately: Njgl'ected (c.ode as N), Delinquent (code as D), and ■ 
" Handicapped (code as H) Place the indicated code letter in the last column to signify th(; subgroup,^ 
evaluated. 
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26. Standardized Teit Re; . id) 



Component 




Activity 


Test 






1, 




, Group 


Number 
iesi- 


1 

'■ .retest 


Predicri. 
rosxtesc 


Actual 
Posttest 


0'"::ain£ 
,:lue 


Sub- 




Code 






Code 




"pre 




■j 'OSt 


N 


ID 


ed 


..te 


mean 


Mean 


Date 


Mean 




Group 


6 


0 


8 


2 


5 


\ 


7' 


2 


0 


MAT- 


F 




:nt, 


12 




11 


/74 


4.37 


4.84 


5/7i 


5.16 


:,62* . 


6 


0 


8 


2 


6. 






fl 




II 




5 


.26 


5 


!I 


6.12 


6.40 


II 


6.61 


".41 


6 


0 


9 


1 


3 




II 


II 




II, 




65 


13 


54 


;i 


2.25 


2.64 


II 


2.9c 


15.01**; 


6 


0 


9 


1 


4 




'1 


tl 




II 




, El 

-i ... 


173 


14 


150 


II 


3.34 


3.80 


II 


4.0" 


10.25** 




6 


0 


9 


1 


5 




If 


fl 




II 






Int 


449;. 


15 


373 


II 


,5i01 


.,5.28 


II 


5.6^ 


15.25** 




6 


0 


9 


1 


6 


. V 


II 


II 




11 




"'.-.It/ 


Int/ 
Adv 


187 


16 


169 


II 


5.97 


6.33 


II 


6.69 


9.91** 




^6 


0 


9 


2 


3 




II 


II 




II 




( 

1 ^ 


e: 


13 


23 


11 


II 


2,31 


2.69 


II 


2.80 


3.32 




6 


0 


9 


2 


4 




II 


n 




It 




^ El 


El 


19' 


24 


16 


It 


3.50 


■3.84 


II 


4.12 


,5.13** 




6 


0 


9. 


2 


5 




• 

II 


n . 










Int 


8 


25 


8 


II 


5.il 


5.30 


11 


5.51 


4.14* 




' 6 


0 


9 


2 


6 




If 


II 


II ; II 1 II 
i \ 


1 

1 


■ 


4 


26 


4 


ft 


6.04 


6.39 




6.66 


5.12' 





**"p<.01 



* ,P <.05 
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Co:c 



Activity 
Code 



(2) 
'est 
Jsed 



Total , Nir. 
Tes-:,: •/ 
Analv:i3d 



■ ■. .panta 
":sted/ 
■.3l-:2d 



.2 IMT-7I 



13 



..4 



22 



140 



303 



15 



124 



16 



(0) 

Keasc; students wer: tot tc:t;:d, or If 
. vere not ar;l\ r.ed 



Nuniber/ 
Reason 



243 . 



63 



706 556 



150 



1, Discha::,-.'!; 2. Refused ".ake le.i:, 2/#l, 
3.. Transfe-:;;-;d. 4. Wron^ lest. I ] /|2 _ 



5, Placement, 6, emotionally unable, 
7, A.W.O/L, 



8, Entered p-ogram too late 

9, Deceased 



ll/f2. 



54/#l, 



4/#.7, 17/#3, l/#9 



5/#i, 2/#2 



3/18 



19/#1,4/|2 
6/13. 10/#4 



l/#5.11/#6l 
2/#7.7/#8 



, .14/#3 
. 26/16, 



(1) Identify the participants by ^p;cific grade level (e.;., grade 3, grada 9). Where aevsral grades are combined, 
•;■ ' enter the last two uigits of the ccnp'ient code, ■ " • ' 

(2) Idcntif: the test used and year of publi.atioa (I'lAT-JO. ';dAT-74, etc.), : ■ ' 

(3) Nur.ber of participants in the activity. ^ . 

'■(4) Nujberof participants included in the pr: and posttest calculations found on it^nii'30. ' 

(5) Nucber and percent of participants not t^ited and/or nc: analyzed on iteii^f30, , ,„ 

(6) Sped fy,;,all reasons vhy students were not tested and/ or analyzed,' For each reasc:i specu . J, provide a flcp«r»te 

nicber count,,' If any further docuir,er::.atioii is available, please attach to this fom. Iz further space It 
needed to spificify and explain data lae:;, attach additional , pages to this fom, 
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n t:. ublo enter cU r^.-ca ^ois i .:cir. ;c:. Bet:^::-en yiR, icen -^30 and th.iS'^^orm, all partlclpante- 
in each Kli :y cr^s: be acc^/^n: d for. "'..a cc :• .nL and I'CCivity -os used in ccTipletion o: iim ?30 
£r.culd usl here that :he -vo cables r:stc ..ct2 defin;cior>s tabk for lurt'-icr '.nsLructionfl. 







(l); C2) 


(3) 1 ^ 


Ccip Tient 


Activity 


]roup Tesc 


Tota: : 


Co-a 


Coce 


I.D. Used 





(5) 

Parcicir.-ints 
Koc Te: : 'I 



(6) 

r.ensor why studcr.ts were nci testec, or If 
tJSL.d, vere not analyzed 



i.! 0 



6^0 



0 I) 



2 



-2 



22^ 



34 



... Di. charged 

"~7" Ktiused to take cedt.' 
J. Tranaferred ' 

4. " W.Lidg tiisr 

5. Placement 

"b." Eiiiuclunaiiy uM' "*■ ' 
7. Am 



23 



46 



24 



10 



2 5 



li 



Nu::ber/ 
'leaaon 



9/#I, 3/#2. 



l/#5, 7/#6 
l/^^7. 5/18 



3/#I,l/#2, 
l/fl,l/# 



1/^8 



4/fl,l/#2 

2MkJM 



llil 



(1) Ider,:-fy the participan:s by specific - .evel (e.g., gr::; 3, race 9), Iherv '':v :-l grades are combined, 

cr. er the last r«o c:::ts of the c ' :c ' . 

(2) Idptity the test used i~: yecr o'' . x. [ :-70, StVr-:4, -: ..; Jg 
(j) Nun;b:r of participants : :■: ac" ,:y, ■ . ' 

(4) Kucb- of participants i?.cluc- . . :hs re m; posrtest Cclculatlc i four.; on iter 0. . 

(5) Kutb::: and percent of parcicipcr ?.o: 2s:2d and/cr not snalyzed :;i ter;-30. 

(6) Specify all reasons why ntuder.t: re r.a tested aad/or analyzed. For each re/i-sor i;pccified, provide a separate 

r.=b.ercount. If ii^y rurtr.er . ..c':.-:.r.ta:ior.. is available, pleasf "-tach to this fon:i. If further jpicc It 
■ needed to specify and sqil-in c_ta loss, attach additional page; :o this forin, 
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APPENDIX B - p. 3 (<?c:ach to KE, iten v30) ■ Function . ■ • ' 

In this tabic jnter'.all Dstai^oss in for:: ti on.. Bes^een MIR, item -530 and this fom, all participants 
ia sach activity cu£- be accounted for* ~ The conpor.ent and activity codes .used in completion of IteQ ^30 

should be used here .d that the tvo tables r.atch, See definitions belw tabic for further :nstruction9^'. 

' .1. * 



Co^pcneot 
, Code 


Activity 
Code 


(1) 
Group 

1,.D. 


(2), 
Test 

Used 


(3) 
Total 


(^) 
Number 
Tested/ 
Analyied 


. , ( 
Partic 

Kot 1 

Analy 

N 


5) 

ipants 
ested/ 
zed 
7. 


(6) 

Reasons why students were not teste 
tested, vere not analyied 


d, or if 

tober/ ' ^ 
Reason ' 


6 


0 


9 


1 


3 


7 


9 in 


13 


fiAT-71 


'65 


'54 


■ U 




1. Discharged 

2. Refused to take test 


^2/#l, l/#2' 
2/13, 3/#4' 






3. Tranflf erred 

4. Wrong Test 


2/#6, m 


6 


0 


9 


1. 

L 


4 




fl 


II 




II 


173 


150 


23 




5.. Placement 
, 6. Emotionally unable ' 


5/I1, 3* 
3/#3, 4/#4 


7. Am , , ,. 

8; ' Entered program to6 late 


4/16, l/#7 

m . 


6 


0 


9 


1 


5 


r- 


w 


II 


15 


II 


. 449 


. 373 


76 






'24 /#1, 4/#2 
9/#3, 12/14 






■i7l5;i57li 

2/#l, 9/#8 


6 


0 


9 


1 


• 6 


n 


n 1 M 

i 
I 


16- 


W 


187 


169 


■ 18 






• 37#l 2/#2 
3/l3V-37#4 




6/16, l/#7 


6, 


0' 


9 


2"^ 


i 

i 




M 


23 


It 


13 


• 11 


2 









(1) Identify the participants' by specific grad^^ level fe.g.," grade 3, grade 9). Where several grades are coiabincd, 

.enter the last two digits of the ccrnponent coder , . , 

(2) Identify the test used and year of publication 0'!AT-70, SU4T-74, etc.). ; . ■ 
•(3) Ku?.bcr of par Ucipants in the activity. ' ■ . , 

(4) Number of participants 'included in the pre and posttest calculations found on iterH'30. 
' (5) Nucbk and percent of participants not -tested' and/or not analyzed on iten^fSO. • 

(6) Specify -all reasons why .students were not tested and/or analyzed. For ea-ch reason specified, provide a aepflrate 

nu=be?Tount, If anf, further docur;entation Is available, please .attach to this fonn. If further ipace it 
.... 'needed to specify and explain data loss, attach additional pageitq, this fora; 
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APPENDIX B - p. 4 (a::ach to :;rR, iter^.^r30) Function v" Q^.M-lk 

In this table enter sll D£" Loss infoir.:cio_n. Befjcen m, item -530 and this forr., all participants 
in each activity CuS: be accounted fcr. The cor,?onent and activity codes used in ccr:pletion of iter» ^30 ■ 
should be used here so that the f^o tables ~atch. See definitions belc- table for further :nstructions. 



Co::pc:ient • 
Code 


Activity 
Code 


(1) 
Group 

I.D. 


(2) 
Test 
Used 


(3) 
Total 

N 


(M . 

Number 

Tested/ 

Analyzed 


(5) , 
Participants 
Kot Tested/ 
Anfilvzed 


(6) 

Reasons why students were not.testedj or If 
tested, vere not analyzed ;■ 


N 


I 




Reason 


6 


0 


9 


1 


■7 


2 


0 




m-i: 


, 19 


16 


• 3 




1. Discharged 

9 l?(afiit;pd fo.t'kkp tG<;t 


mi, l/#4 

l/#8 






3. Transferred 

4. Wrong test 




















t 












5. Placement . 

6. Emotionally unable 




7. AWOL' 

8. Entered program too late , 












































































C 
























1 













(1) ' Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, gracJe 9).- Where several grades are cocblned, ' 

enter the last t-^-o digits of the cc-ponent code. • / 

(2) Identify the test used and ye:r of publication G'^T-70, SD.^T-74, etc.). ^ ■ ' 

(3) Ku::ber of participants in the activity. ' ' '''.■„■ 

(4) Nur,ber of participants Included in the pre and posttest calculations .found on itera'30. ■ ^ . ,■ 

(5) Nu::ber and percent of patticipants not tested and/or not analyzed on iteiTr;?30. - •■ 

6) Specify all reasons why students. were not' tested and/or analyzed. For" each reason specified, provide a Beparata 
iiu::b.ercount. If any further docur.entatlop is available, 'please attach to this tou. It further jpicc ii 
needed to specify and e:c?kin data loss, attach additional pages to this forn. . . ^ 



APPENDIX C 

SITE VISIT INTERVIEW AND OBSERVATION SCHEDULE 
PROGRAM FOR INSTITUTIONALIZED CHILDREN - 1974-75 



1 . Institution 

2 . Address 



3 . Person Interviewed 

4. Date of Visit 
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5. Characteristics of Population served 

6. Cross reference to other programs 

7. Objectives (if different from original proposal) 



6. Other narrative informat^.on 

a. Features that were outstanding contributors to achievement of 
objectives^ , " 

b. If project failed to achieve major objective{s) , give probable 
' causes 



vC . Unexpected outcomes and probably reasons / 

,/ 

d. Recommendations to improve or redesign program for next year'^'s 
operation 

» . i' . 

e. Practical suggestions to colleague in establishing similar 
program (admin. staff ) 

■ >\ ■ ■ ■ - . 

f Integration of effective practices developed in project into 
regular school program ^ > 

9. Materials 



ERIC 



10. Observations 



1 
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